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May 29, 2002

Winter Use Draf SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
Maintenance Building

Grand Teton National Park

Moose, WY 83012

RE: Comments to Winter Use Draft SEES
Dear Planging Team:

‘The following comments are offered by the American Courcil of Snowmobile
Associations, which are represents 27 State Snowmobile Associations across the country.

We support the concepts contained in Alsernative 2 of the SEIS which will allow
snowmobile access to Yellowstone and Grand Teton Natioral Parks and the John B
Rockefeller, Ir. Memorial Parkway on an individual basis to continue.

The opporiunity fo sce the Parks in the winter on our favarite mode of transportation is a
dream fo many snowmobilers. In many cases, it is a once in a lifetime opportusity.
Individual travei in the Pazk is the oniy feasible mode of transportation that allows each
individual to see the magntficent features that the Park offers.

The Winter Use planning process has provided the Parks with the opportunity to allow
reasonabie human access while preserving outstanding natural resources. We believe
there is reasonzble middie ground that will allow snowmobile access. We firmly believe
that the carrent snowmobile use poses no threat to witdlife or the environment at the
parks. And, with the technological advances that continue to surface along with the
conversion to new, cleaner snowmobile that are already avaiiablc, there should be no
question about “potcntial” threals or “perceived” threats to the Park. This new
technology will fusther reduce any impact on air quality in the parks.

1t is also our understanding that there are a tota of 63,000 spewmgobiles that cater the
Parks on an ANNUAL basis and 30,000 autos, buses and RVs on a DAILY basis. To
unilaterally ban the smallest visitor group makes litile or no sense if the concerns are
truly threats to wildlife and/or the environment.
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The snowmobile access is already very restricted — to less than 275 miles of existing
roads in a 2.2 million acre Park. Banning individual transportation is, in effect, creating
more Wildemness. [t is our understanding ihat 2 miilion acres are already considered
“Wiiderness” I is mind-boggling to think that “The People’s Park” is actually being
turned into “Witderness™ whick will eventually ailow no entrance 1o the first and one of
the most fascinating National Parks in our Country.

Many improvements have recently been made thanks ta the new admimistrative staff’in
the Parks. Additional grooming, additional law enforcement and the advance sales of
permits greatly enhanced visitor experiences this last winter. The organized snowmobile
community has always strongly supported sirict law enforcement — and we will continue
to support additional law enforcement. While the advance sales of pemmits is certainly a
huge improvement, it still secms there are improvements that the Park Service couid
make on the permits. It is cumbersome to have them atlached to jackets — not only for
the snowmobiler who must show the pass upon entrance, but also the ranges who is often
straining to see the pass and check for valid dates.

The Park Service and the State of Wyoming have conducted many tests. Rather than the
Snowmeobile Association arguing the merits, we are hopeful that you will use the resuits
of the scientific studies that were completed recently. Relying on outdated maserials and
pseudo-science does not serve the American public properly.

Economic impact is also a very big issue for many of our members. Without the hotels,
motels, restaurants, gas stations and other necessary amenities, snowmobilers will no
longer be able to visit the greater Yellowstone area. Itis widely known that the
snowmobile community is the backbone of rural-America in the winter. We hope you
will take the economic impact of your decision into serious consideration.

in conclusion, the American Council of Snowmobile Associations contirues 1o support
reasonable snowmobite access to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the
John 1 Rockefeller, Je. Memorial Parkway. We also continue to support strict
enforcement of reasonable speed limits, entrance limits and adaptive management
techniques.

As an association that represents over cne mllion snowmebile enthusiasts, we are
hopeful that your final decision will be an open-minded, fair decision and wil} take into
consideration the impact your decision wili have on all Americans. As always, if you
have any questions, please feel free to contact us.

Sincex

ChristinéJourdain
Executive Director



SII

Representative Public Comments - Winter Use Plans Final Supplemental EIS

Pro-Snowmobile Organizations

WYOMING'S

HOYOUT CAN STAND THE QUIKT

BOARD MEMBERS

BIG HORY COUNTY:
County € smmlssinner
Eaath Ciram

Aunicipulitics,
Aaver Phel Jotllard

Ladgmg Fav Assoudations,
Riger Suoder, Troasimer

Chansber of Commerce
avor Glan Olson

JOHASON COUNTY:
County Commissioncs
Lwon 1L

Alunicipalities.
Lot Werwan
Parats Funk

Lodaing Tuy Associations,
VACANT FOR 2001

Chambsy af 4 vnnie ree
Nadine Ciroes. Soeraran

SHERFDAN COUNTY!
County Commbeinwer
Tirad Watere. View-Tresdonl

MumicipuBties.
Sayor Jah Wi

Lodging Tax Association
Famn |, Bevker

Clambey of Commerey
VACANT

WASILAKIE CGYNTY
County Commissivrer
Aive Lass, Presidan

Aamicipatities,
VAL N

Fadetng Tux Sssariations.
Mk gk

Fconemic Dexatopmust
VALt

Winter Use Plan Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
P.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

26 May 20062

[Dear Sirs,

The Big Hom Mountain Country Coalition wishes to express support for
Alternative #2 of the proposed Winter Use Plan for Yelowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks and to the John D. Rockefeller, §r., Memorial Parkway. Our Generai
Hoard feels that it best represents the desired objectives. Alternative #2 makes
reasonable concession to allow continued access to the parks. Alternative #2 advocates
common sense management and restrictions that will allow continued snowmobile access
io the park.  Alternative #2 offers both inferim standards and a long term sirategy that
would be immediately implemented. The strategy inchades essential research coupled
with adaptive management techniques to accommodate ever-changing conditions and
scientific theories.

We want visitors to have a wide range of winter recreation opportunitics. We
support visitor access with minimal restrictions. A variety of winter use activitics should
be available without user conllict. Visitor safety should be paramount in all activities. But
most of all the resources must be protecied.

Alternative #2 allows snowmobile access to Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks on an individual basis. Individual travel by snowmobile provides a specific
and unique activity for experiencing the arca in the winter. [t also provides fora
reservation system. This should help the high use peak days that have led to
overcrowding. This alternative supports allowing access by oaly the snowmobiles that
will be produced under the yet to be finalized EPA repulations, The EPA is the expert
and should be the agency that establishes emission standards for snowmobiles. And
lastly, it requires a reduced speed limit from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful of 35 mph
to reduce user conflicts and to increasc safcty. 1t provides for the strict enforcement of
speed limits and other regulations such as those shat prohibit off-road travel and protect
wildlife.

Big Horn Mountain Country Coalition
P.O. Box 719. Cowley, Wyoming 52420 - Phone/Fax (307) 548-6153

‘We suppori a reasonable level at which to regulate the sound of snowmobiles. This should
be established by the appropriate federal agency and should become an industry standard. We also
support the strict enforcement of speed limits, regulations that prohibit off-road travel and
restrictions in wildlife winter tanges and fragile thermal areas. Wyoming wildlife is worth the
watching and none of the witdhift should be stressed during the winter activitics allowed in
Yellowstone National Park.

The Park Service is encouraged 10 develop stronger partnerships with the surrounding
communities, counties and states to expand educational opportunities that inform winter visitors
regarding rules, user ethics, wildlife protection, visitor safety and appreciation of the natural
[esources.

The social and economic issues must be continuously monsiored as part of this plan. Local
businesses provide services to visitors aear both parks, and many tocal economies rely on
revemics from parks visitors in the winter,

The natural resoueces must also be monitored. Impucts of winter use on naiural resources
must not degrade the resource or put it in jeopardy. Yellowstene National Park must be available
for future generations.

Tharks,
//r»mé/f/ 'fﬁzr/)rz(/mr /2/;
Donald L. McCracken, Jr.

Executive Director
Big ilorn Mousitain Country Coalition
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May 23, 2002

Planning Office

Grand Teton National Park
P.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

RE: Winter Use Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Yellowsione and
Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memeorial Parkway (DSEIS)

Dear Public Servants:

The BlueRibbon Coalition is a nationwide organization representing 600,000 metorized
recreationists, equestrians, and resource users. We work with land managers to provide
recreation opportunidics, preserve resotrees, and promote cooperation with other public fand
users, We have a long history of involvement in planning processes for the Greater Yellowstone
Area and in planning for Yellowstone Park, Grand Teton Park, and the Parkway We were one
of the plaintiffs in the lawsuit over the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Drecision for Winter Use; the settlement of which resulted in the SEIS process. Following are
our commenis on the DSEIS

CONDUCT OF THE PROCESS

Typically, we restrict our comments on planning documents to the documents specifically.
Howgver, this planning process has played cut so dramatically in the naticnal media that some
comments are watranted. This dramatic spotlight on winter recreation has resuited in the
following that affects the DSEIS content and review.

* Public discussion has been extremely polarized. In this tainted atmosphere, reviewers
have great difficulty evaluating the DSEIS in an informed manner, and National Park
Service (NPS) officials will have a great difficulty in evaluating and incorporating the
comment they receive.

» NPS aad other officials kave actively encouraged and actually stimulated this extreme
polarization In the beginning of the process John Sacklin claimed he had not received
sufficient information from snowmobile manufacturers.  Additionally, the scoping
comment period was extended unannounced and misleading “suppost snowmobile ban”
percentages released with NPS approval. Finally, the grandstanding of employees who
wore gas masks at the entrances, misleading releases about snowmobile infractions, and
the release (with much fanfare) of the politicized EPA comments — which had not had
supervisory approval, all casi a pall over the DSEIS. This kind of NP$ misconduct does
not serve the interest of the planning process or the resulting document.

*  Public trust in the professionalism of NPS officials has been violated. Regardless of the
outcome of the DSELS process, the public is now wary and suspicious of any NPS
pronouncemants or management actions. The public rightfully asks, “If this is how they
view snowmobilers, can an unwaztanted attack on my favorite activity be far behind?”

o NPS Director Fran Mainella has stated that welcomed visitors to National Parks will then
become advocates for the protection of the Pasks. Afier the NPS’ participation in the
polarizing winter recreation atmosphere, no visitor to Yellowstene should feel welcome.

EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The discussion of the effects of the alternatives 1s not informed within the context of what is
appropriate and expected within each zone (how each alternative responds to different zones of
activity is contained within the discussion of that alternative). So when the DSEIS states,

.. alternatives la and 1b would improve the condition of the natural soundscape significantly,”
it ts assuming that ambient sounds within a developed zone should move toward a wilderness-
like condition. This expectation 1s not appropriate within a developed zone.

The discussion of air quality may not be accurate and may not reflect the most current
information. Additionally it does not state that EPA air quality standards have NEVER been
violated by the current level of activity.

The discussion onr Socioeconomics does not accurately reflect the impact of winter recreation.
Please incorporate the congressional testimony from the January 22, 2002 hearing conducted by
Small Business Committee Chairman Donr Manzullo

The discussions on Natural Soundscape, Air Quality, Health and Safety and Visitor Access Is
predicated cn vastly improved snowcoach technology, which exists aow in concept only. When
Visitor Access states, “All alternatives are intended to retain motorized oversnow access to
accommodate average annual levels of visitation to the three park umits,” it does not consider the
impacts of current snoweoaches which are six times more poliuting than the new 4-stroke
snowmobiles

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE FEATURES (Tabie S-1)

The sound discussion for Alternatives la and 1b (snowcoach only} reposts the sound as 75
decibels phasing to 70 decibels. This is unrealistic since a 70 decibel snowcoach is only a
concept, and is not even under development.

Alternative 2 is reported as 75 decibels and 78 decibels for snowmeobiles and 75 decibels for
snowcoaches. The DSEIS should acknowledge that this is only slightly more that the real-world
sound standard in Alternatives 1a and 1b. Yet much of the rest of the document focuses on how
much more noisy Alternatives 2 and 3 are than la and 1b
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Introduction states, “The 990 Winter Use Plan projected 143,000 visitors for the year 2000,
Winter visitors to YNP and GTNP in that year were respectively, 142,744 and

128,152 [management] recognized the trend toward increasing winter use and identified
congerns...”

The errors perpetuated in this statement have been pointed out 1o NPS staff many times: at
meetings, in draft comments and in FEIS comments. Yet, we see them once again n a planniag
document. First of all, the numbers reported do not reflect actual Y NP winter visitation, bui
include traffic on Hwy. 191 to Big Sky and Bozeman. Second, they have not increased
appreciably since 1990:

Look at these figures from Table 42 in the FEIS!

Year Snowmobile Passenpers
92193 91,196
93/94 87,682
94/95 86,286
95796 75,265
96197 71,759
97/98 72,834
98/59 76,271
99/G0 76,571
and updated in the DSEIS in Table 22
00/01 84,971

Yet you repeatedly lie to the public, asserting that snowanobile visitation has ballooned! You lie
to the press, and you lie throughout this document, in the example cited above and on page 100
when you state, “Over the past ten years increases in the number of visitors using snowmaobiles
in YNP and GTNP have intensified concerns regarding air pollution and its effects.. .

Having mary times called this misrepresentation to your attention, I feel I must be very blunt.
These lies undermine any credibility that the DSEIS may have,

NEW INFORMATION PURSUANT TO SEIS ANALYSIS

The DSEIS states that all submitted information was reviewed and considered. It was not
considered sufficiently, because it calls reports on actual snow machines that are “clezner and
quieter” concepts, and studies on current model snowcoaches as “under consideration” (Table
15). Meanwhile, the DSEIS continues elsewhere to reference snowcoach impact data from
machines that have never been built,

The DSEILS should apply to snowcoaches the same comments it used to describe eleciric
snowmobiles ,"Information, though interesting, is speculative and insufficient for analysis
purposes.”

The Socioeconomics - Winter Recreation Sector is vastly underreported. Please correct your
analysis per information received by the State of Idaho, Wyoming, and Montana as well as
snowmobile related businesses in West Yeltowstone, Cody, and Jackson. Please incorperate
those comments by reference in y comments.

Neither the FEIS nor the DSEIS has made any reference to legal obligations to comply with the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) or the Small Business Enfoscement Fairness Act (SBREFA).
In 1980, The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) was enacted 1o minimize the burden of federal
regulations on small businesses. Under this act, agencies must determine whether a rule is
expected to have a significant impact on small businesses.

In 1996, SBREFA was passed that gave some additional authority to RFA. Under SBREFA,
Agencics' compliance is now subject to judicial review. SBA’s Office of Advocacy can file
amicus briefs in support of small businesses. Agencies must describe steps it has taken to
minimize the impact of fts regulation on small businesses.

SBREFA also provides for Congressional review if the economic impact of the proposed
regulation would exceed $100,000. Before any rule goes into effect, agencies are required to
forward the rule to Congress for review. Major rules ($100 million impact on the cconomy)
can't go into effect until congressional review is complete. Congress may take up to 60 session
days to review. Congressional review is subject to presidential veto, SBA Office of Advecacy is
responsible for menitoring agencies.

Even the DSEIS’ understated economic impact exceeds $100,000. Any decision must therefore
comply with RFA and SBREFA and be forwarded for to Congress for review before it is
implemented.

The DSEIS’ discussion on wildlife 1s heavily biased against snowmobiles, yet acknowledges that
it cannot prove disturbance in an ohjective way. lastead, it makes much on 2 “survey” conducted
by 20 fikely brased (they probably were the ones who donned gas masks) employees. A typical
visitor viewing experience might be counted as “harassment™  For example:

I visited Yellowstone by snowmobile on January 4, 2002, Returning back from Old
Faithful, we saw a coyote feeding on an elk carcass well off the road next to the river.
We walked over to the edge of the road for a better view and watched the coyote dine for
several minutes. A wildfife biologist was parked on the side of the road watchiag the
watchers. After initiating a conversation, she stated that the coyote was “siressed” by the
people, when it clearly appeared oblivious and continued to dine as people came and
went.

My anccdotal expericnee should be just as good as yours,

The Natural Soundscapes discussion omits any reference to zoring, under which certain man-
caused sounds are expected. Iastead, it suggests that the entire Park should conform to a
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5 WA Catiforuia-Nevada Suswmaebile Hssociation

wilderness-like “soundscape” that has zero human-caused sounds. Urnder this extreme view,
people should not be allowed to visit their parks at all,

The discussion on snowcoach sound cannot attain the fizll implementation of sound reduction as
modeled, because the production snowcoaches do not exist that can meet the standards.
Additionally, there is no mention of the fact that the interior of the cusrent snowcoaches where
passengers ride are 5o noisy that visitors must wear ear plugs.

Regarding air quality and emissions, please incorporate by reference the comments of the
International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association (ISMA).

CONCLUSION

The BlucRibbon Coalition supports the DSEIS Alternative 2 as developed by the Cooperating
Agencies with the following exception: Snowmobiles and especially snowplanes should be
allowed on Jackson Lake in regulated numbers,

Snowplanes arc not production machines. They are actually an historic forerunner of the modern
snowmobile, home-built by a few local enthusiasts. They are an integral part of local winter
custom and culture, and an interesting curiosity to other visitors. They ase so few that impacts
are minimal. They should be allowed, not only for the pleasure they provide to families, but
because ¢hey represent an issportant part of locat culture and history.

We urge the adoption of Alterrative 2, modified as described above
Sincerely,
) b
LBz (oot
Adena Cook. Public Lands Director

Phone: 208-524-3062; Fax: 208-524-2836
e-mail: bradena@sharetrails.org
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Planning Office

Grand Teten and Yellowstone National Parks
P.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 53012

Re: Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments
Dear Planning Office:

The California Nevada Snowmaobile Association appreciates this opportunity to provide
these comments on the Winter Use Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Yellowstone and Grand Tefon National Paiks and the John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway, We are an all-volunteer organization that acts as a
strong, veice for the 32,000 registered snowmobile owners in the state of Califernia. We
stand in support of responsible and accountable multiple use of public lands while
recognizing the need for conserving the quality of our environment and respecting the
diversity of public land users.

We are troubled by the showcase arena thai has evolved for the winter use planniag
within the Parks that seems to have now boiled down to a baitle among the polarization
of two sets of beliefs. One set of belicfs centers around the faltering idealism of
multiple use of public lands built up through a proud cultural heritage and the other set
reflects a warped sensc of preservation that centers largely on intolerance and pursuit of
an agenda {primarily elimination of motorized recreation) no maiter what “facts” are
brought to the table. Our constiluents arc even more concerned whether there is truly an
unbiased process and unbiased agency(ies) that will sort the facts from the sheer
momentum of a preconceived agenda. Knowing of this concern, we sfill offer these
comments in the spirit of arriving at a logical winter use plan for these wonderful Parks.
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In geaeral, we are in support of Alternative 2 identified in the Draft SEIS. The
California snowmobilers that travel to these Parks want to retain a winter experience
that offers personal snowmobile travel opportunities, yet we realize there must be
reasonable constraints and agpressive management. Accordingly, if there are certain
facets of Alternative 2 that may need to be adjusted in order to still allow for individual
snowmobile access (after thorough and equal weighting of all the facts), then
Alternative 2 should still be the baseline. It is our belief that individual travel by
snowmobile provides the best way to experience the ewesome beauty and special
character of the Parks in the winter. Consequently, we are opposed to the snowcoach-
only access that is reflected in Altematives 1a and b, since such approach to access
eliminates the experience sought by the preponderance of winter visitors to the Parks.
Similarly, for the same reason, we are opposed to Alternative 3 that would require all
snowmobilers to be accompanied by a National Park Service {“NP8”) permitted guide.

There are a good number of features in Alternaiive 2 that we believe makes this
approach appropriate for a final winier use plan. We support the following concepts:

1. Implementation of a reservation system and interim daily entry limits for
spowmnobiles, based on historic daily averages, until a long-term visitor capacity
siudy is completed. We also support spreading snowmobile use over a mid-
December to mid-March winter season. ’

2. Advance sale of park entrance permits, but encourage the NPS to make them
more readily visibie to help reduce the bottleneck at entrance gates.

3. Lowering the speed limit to 35 mph from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful to
improve safety, reduce sound levels and mitigate potential conflicts, plus strict
enforcement of all posted speed limits within the Parks.

4. Requiring cleaner and guieter snowmobiles for entry to the Parks, However, the
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) should determine appropriate
emission levels for all snowmobiles, rather than the NPS dictating “park-only”
regulations.  Similarly, sound level regulation for snowmobiles should be
established through appropriate processes using SAE test protocols.

5. Strict enforcement of regulations that prohibit off-road travel and restrictions on
non-metorized uses in wildlife winter ranges and fragile thermal areas.

6. Increase groomed non-motorized trails and increase both the size and number of
warming huts to help mitigate perceived wser conflicts.

7. Guidelines restricting travel on Park roads from 8 pm until 7:30 am.

8. Expanding educational opportunitics that inform winter visitors regarding Park
rules, user ethics, visitor safety and appreciation of Park resources.

9. Fostering partnerships with the surrounding communilies, counties and states,
This shouid be expanded to include organized user groups.

There are several areas within the SEIS where we believe facts have been distorted or
evaluation of more current data needs to be undertaken, First, we believe the NPS has

2

understated the potential impacts from snowcoaches in considering the merits of a
snowcoach-only aliernative. We ask the NPS io carefuily reexamine the information on
snowcoach emissions, air quality, sound and road impacti that is attached to our
comments as the first two pages of Exhibit A. We believe fusther investigation of this
information will not support a snowcoach-only aliernative as being the most appropriate
access methed for the Parks in formulating a winter use plan.  Additionally, there are
certain factual observations about air quality, wildlife impacts and overali snewmobile
economics and demographic issues that we believe the NPS have not taken under full
advisement in advance of developing a decision on a final winter use plan. We have
included this information as the last three pages of Exhibit B. This should be carefuily
analyzed and understood beforc reaching a final decision.

Although we firmly believe the EPA should be the authority for determining reasonable
emission standards for snowmobiles, we want to make further comments on this issuc.
The EPA has not yet formally issued standards for snowmobile emissions, However,
we understand they will be forthcoming this vear. Accordingly, it is inappropriate to
prejudge what those standards will be and whether the industry can meet the new levels.
It is certainly inappropriate to formulate any decision on early conjecture released by the
U.S.-Ecosystem Protection Group April 29, 2002, particularly when there has been no
violation of any emission standards by snowmobiles in the Parks that are currently in
effect. We want to go on record as fully supporting the comments made by the
International Snowmeobile Manufacturers Association in their press release dated May 2,
2002, which is attached as Exhibit B to our comments.

Finally, we request the NPS arrive at a decision on a winter use plan that circumvents
going through a whole analysis process (o make minor changes in managing the Parks.
The administration of an effective winter use plan will only be continually “stone
walfed” if there is not at least some room for making slight changes that will
accommoedate the general good of the Parks and allow for reasonable access.

In conelusion, we firmly believe the framework of Altemative 2 is the best composite of
restrictions and forward-looking planning that can still atiow for a quality snowmobile
experience for the broadest spectrum of winter visitors, Your consideration of this
perspective is greatly appreciated.

MR
Gregoiy-S-Plunimer, President

Attachments: Exhihit A
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Exhibii B

Exhibit A
Pagel of 5
Supplemental Vehicle Sound Measurements

Conducred by: Jackson Hole Scientific Investigations for the Yellowstone/Grand Teton Winter Use Supplemental EiS

Note:

Date: 2-6-02 Location: Yellowstone Natl, Park — So. Gate Background Sound Level: 35-40 dBA

1) Sound levels are logarithmic: +3 decibels = 2x sound level, -3 deeibels = ¥4 sovnd level

2) Maximum attainable snowcoach and van conversion speed was 30 mph

3) Ali sound levels are displayed as decibels [ABA{A}] as measured in accordance with SAE Standard J-1161 and
1-192 at a 5G-foot pass-by

| Fuli
20 mph 1 30mph | 35 mph | 45mph | Acceler. ' Idie
Sound | Sound | Scund | Sound | Sound | Sound

Vehicle Type & Information Level Level Level Level Level Level

Bombardier Snowcoach - 350 Chevy gasoline engine,
ual high exhavst; average of 2 passes each direction 7.8 784 - - - 503
Bombardicr Snowcoach - 318 Chrysler gas engine,
dual low exhaust; average of 2 passes each dircetion 686 73.0 - - - 44.2
4-track (Mat-Track) Van Conversion — 1998 Chevy, .
15-pass. van, gas engine; avp. 2 passes each direction ] 7458 756 - - - §3.2
d-track {Mat-Track) Van Conversion - 1996 Ford,

"_15-pass. Van, gas cnginc, ave. 2 passes each direction 721 783 - Fo- - 44.1
2-track Van Conversion - 1999 Ford, |5-passenger

| van, gas engine; averaje of 2 passes each direction 65.4 65.5 - - - 423
Groomer — Bombardicr BR280; average of 1 pass each

| direction at 17 mph 740 - - - - -

I d-stroke Smowmabile — 2002 Arctic Cat d-stroke;
average of 3 sleds and 2 pusses each direction 658 - 72.0 723 70.5 42,1
4-stroke Snowmobile — 2002 Polaris Frontier, average
of 3 sfeds and 2 passes each direction 65.6 - 7.2 7.6 740 514
2-stroke Snowmobile — 2001 Pelaris Sport Touring 550
{control sled used in previous sound testing by JHSI* 71.% - 75.2 76.5 797 1 530
2-sireke Snowmobile — 2000 Yamaha Mountain Max !
400* . 6588 - e 736 788 551
2-stroke Snowmobile — 2001 Polaris Wide Track 500* 71.7 - 746 76.8 715 58.2
2-stroke Snowmohile — 2002 Polaris RIMK 800* - R N X 74.3 - ! -
Z-stroke Smowmobile — 2001 Polaris RMK 800/SLP
pipe* 75.1 - 778 9.7 349 | 702 |

All 2-stroke Snowmobile sound level measurements are the average of 2 passes each direction from 1 sled, except

for the stock 800 RMK that was an average of 1 pass each dircction.

Exhibit A
Page 2 of §

THE TRUTH ABOUT ... Snowcoaches

Snoweoach emissions are nearly 6 times higher than CO emissions from the
new generation snowmobiles. Recent emissions testing of a snowceach measured
carbon monoxide (CO) at 992 grams/mile {(g/m} when operated under full load. By
comparison, a new Arctic Cat 4-stroke snowmobile epcrated under full load measures 17.29
g/m of CO. (Determination of $nowcoach Emissions Factor; Lela, White & Carroll, Southwest
Research Institute; December, 2001).

The Yellowstone/Grand Teton Winter Use Final EIS and the Supplemental
EIS understates CO emissions from sneweoaches by a factor of nearly 56%,
NPS improperly used emissions factors for light trucks to calculate potential air quality impacts
from snoweoaches. A light truck emits 67.52 g/m of CO while 2 snowcoach emits 99.2 g/m.
{Determination of Snowcoach Emissions Factor; 1.ela, White & Carroll, Southwest Rescarch
Instilute; December, 2601). When converted 1o a tracked snowcoach, vans average onky 2 to 4
miles per galion of fuel versus 10 1o 15 miles per gallon when used as a wheeled vehicle on
highways,

It’s a myth that snowcoaches would improve air quality because they carry
more passengers. Snowceaches currently avernge 6 riders per coach while snowmebiles
currently average 1.2 riders per sled. A total of 5 new generation snowmabiles would provide
the same visitor transportation as one coach, but would have total CO emissions of 86.45 g/m
compared #o the one snowceach with emissions 0f 99,2 g/m.

The Park Service has errenecusly determined the 4-track conversions van to
be the “current best available technology,” Page 222 of Winter Use Plans - Draft
SEIS, Vol 1, March, 2002, states that “For snowcouches, only the 4-track conversion van
vehicles were modeled in alternative 3, because they arc the guietest available techrology. with
a sound level of 70 dBA al 50 1., as compared with 75 dBA for the Bombasdier.” This is an
incorrect determination that has led to a flawed impact analysis. During sound testing
conducted at the Yellowstone South Entrance on February 6, 2002, 4-track vans praduced a
sound level of 75.6 dBA (diesel) and 783 dBA (gas). The Bombardier type snowcoach
produced a sound level of 78.4 dBA (high exhaust) and 73.0 dBA {low exhaust). so a vehicle
last produced in 1962 was quicter than NPS’s “best available technology.” Comparatively,
new gencration 4-stroke snowmobiles produced sound levels of 65.6 to 71.2 dBA.
(Supplemental Over-Snow Vehicle Sound Level Measurement; Jackson Hole Scientific
Investigations, February, 2002).

The 4-track conversion vans being promoted by the Park Service as the
“current best available technology” are extremely damaging to groomed
snow roads. During the February 6, 2002, sound iesting at the Yellowstone South Entrance,
the 4-track conversion van cut 187 wide und 187 deep ruts in the groomed snow road after only
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7 passes. Comparatively, after nearly 400 passes by snowmobiles and over 30 passes by other
types of snowcoaches, there was no visible impact on the snow road.

Exhibit A
Page 3 of 5

THE TRUTH ABOUT ... AIR QUALITY

TRUTH: There has never been any violation of ambient air quality standards in
Yellowstone National Park. The air quality monitors were instailed in October, 1998
and the results are reported regulatly to the EPA.

TRUTH: A few of the employees at Yellowstone National Park chose to wear “filters”
on President’s Day weekend this winter. The “filters” they wore do not provide any
proteciion from carbon monoxide.

TRUTH: Snowmobiles are already restricted to 185 miles of the road system and
create sound impacts only along the system. These impacts on the “natural soundscape”
are less than the noise generated by over 1.5 million autos, buses, motorhomes, trucks
and motorcycles that travel the full 275 mile paved road system in the spring, summer
and fall.

TRUTH: Snowmobiles do not cause smog. Snowmobiles emit extremely low levels of
Nitrous Oxide (Nox). The main contributing factor to smog in urban arcas is Nox.,
Snownmiobiles are not used in urban areas where smog is an issue.

NON-TRUTH: Snowmobiles cause smog. Snowmobiles caused Yellowstone
employees to wear “gas masks.”

Exhibit A
Page 4 of 5

THE TRUTH ABOUT ... WILDLIFE

TRUTH: In 1965 when snowmoabiles were first allowed into Yellowstone National
Park, there was a population of 388 bison. In 2001, there was a population of 3,400.

TRUTH: Elk, bison and other hoofed animals in Yellowstone National Park are not
causing imreversible damage to vegetation in the park’s northern ramge, says a new
National Academy of Science report. Wolves that were reintroduced to the park in 1995
should also be a factor in reducing the number of elk, their primary prey.

TRUTH: Wildiife is thriving in Yellowstone. Bison, elk and grizzly bear populations
remaia near record levels and wolves were successfully reintroduced in 1995, The
populations of these animals — especially elk and bison — grew after the park adopted a
contreversial policy of natural regulation in the late 1960°s and stopped kiiling them in
the park.

TRUTH: The 65,000 snowmobiles create less disturbance to wildlife than the 1.5
million autos, busses and trucks. All interaction between humans and wildlife can
creaie “disturbance” and the crly way to avoid such would be to put parks off limits
(under glass if you will) and ban visitation.

NON-TRUTH: Snowmobiles have a negative impact on the wildlife population.
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Exhibit A
Page 5 of 5

THE TRUTH ABOUT ... SNOWMOBILES

TRUTH: There are more than 132,000 miles of groomed and marked trails in 27 states.
The snowmobile trail system is designed to meet safety specifications which eliminate
hazards. Trails are also designed o avoid environmentally sensitive areas and are built
to strict environmental standards.

TRUTH: Over 99% of Yellowstone National Park remains roadless wilderness. Over
two millioa acres of Yellowstone National Park remain undcveloped, untouched
backcountry wilderness.

TRUTH: Only 1% of Yellowstene National Park’s winter visitors are cross country
skiess. :

TRUTH: Total expenditures by snowmebilers on the spori in the U.S. and Canada are
over $9.4 billion annually.

TRUTH: The sport of snowmobiling is responsible for “spin-off” economic benefits
and greatly depends on small businesses.

¢ Tens of thousands of jobs are created which enable those people to fusther
stimulate the economy through additional expenditures on goods and services,
‘These jobs provide significant income tax revenues to state and federal treasuries
and dramatically reduce unemployment and welfare payments,

* Millions of dollars in tax revenwes are derived from snowmobile-related

businesses.

e Millions of dollers in winter tourism spending supports the rural snowbelt
economies.

s Millions of dollars in local and statc sales and gas tax revennes are generated by
snowmobilers.

TRUTH: The snowmobile community spends millions of dollass each winter grooming
and maintaining their sophisticated network of trails.

CITIZENS FOR A USER FRIENDLY FOREST
"Red Meat, Board Feet, Dig Deep, Drive Jeep”
May 28, 2002

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teten and Yellowstone National Parks
P.Q., Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Public Servants:

Attqched are our comments concerning the Winter Use Plan for Grand Teton and Yellowstone
National Parks. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important Plan that has the
potential to impair our use and enjoyment of the Parks,

T am writing on behalf of Citizens For A User Friendly Forest (CUFF), a toose-knit group of
forest users in eastern Idaho. Our members consist of loggers and sawmill owners,
snowrrobilers, ranchers, OHV users, trafter-campers, and small Businesses that depend on all of
the other groups for their existence. We support the production of a wide variety of goods,
services, and uses from our public lands, along with reasonable access to use and enjoy those
resources. I tell you this not to stereotype ourselves, but to give you some idea of where we
are corning from.

Following are our comments on the SEIS, We will discuss the points we feel are refevant to
choosing the alternative that best meets our needs, plus our choice for that preferred
alternative, and why.

ANALYSIS OF IMPORTANT ISSUES
Air Quality

There is no doubt “clean air” is important for the use and enjoyment of the Parks. The question
is: How "clean” does clean air kave to be to meet the fundamentat purpose of the Park?

We note the fundamental surpose of the Park is to conserve park resources and values, while
providing for the enjoyment of those rescurces and values by the American people (SEIS, Pg.
8). The dua purpose is coequal; neither is more important than the other.

It is unavoidable, therefore, that sorme impairment of air quality wilt result, With the presence
of people, and their modes of transportation, tomes some degradation of the Park resources.
Congress knew that would happen, yet provided for public enjoyment of the Park anyway.

ThP: Federal Clean Air Act requires the Environmentat Protection Agency (EPA) to establish
national ambient air quality standards to protect public health and welfare. EPA has established
such standards for six pollutants in Yellowstone N.P. The states of Mongzna and Wyoming have
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adopted more stringent standards for some of those pollutznts.

Following is & comparison of two of those poliutants: carbon monoxide {C0) and particulate
matter less than 10 microns (PM1D) for Alternatives 1a and 2. Also included is the appropriate
EPA or state standard for each pollutant. We use these two pollutants as surrogates for air
quality in general because they seem to be the most important. We befieve they give a fair
estimate of the impact of snow machines (Alt. 2) verses snow coaches only (Al 1a) on air
quality. The values are for W. Yeffowstone, generally the area of greatest impact in the Park.

CO, 1 Hr, Avg, PM10, 24 Hr. Avg.

Alternative 1a.... 4.5 ppm 23,4 ugfm3
Alternative 2......... 7.9 ppm 40.9 ug/m3
National Standart. .....cu coeememeeveeeeemenesesess s 35 ppm 156 ug/m3
Mongana Standard........coun e, 23 ppin 1580 ugfm3

The modeling results show that Alt. 1a contributes the lowest ameunt of 1 Hr. CO content, 4,5
ppm compared ta 7.9 ppra for Alt. 2. Both are significantly below the Montana standasd of 23
ppm (SELS, Pg. 171). Likewise, Alt. 1a contributes only 23.4 ug/m3 of PM1{ material to the air,
compared to nearly double that of 40.9 ug/m3 for Ak 2 (SEIS, Pg. 187}, Both numbers are
less than 70% of the national average allowed for glean air, however, so there is little practical
difference between them,

To double check these results lets fook at the modeled air quality results for the West
Yellowstone - Madison Junction road segment, the busiest in the Park. Again we compare CQ
and PM1G for Alternatives 1a and 2.

CO, 1Hr. Avg. PM10, 24 Hr. Avg.

AMErNAtIVE 13uius. e cess s cce s sba s 1,15 ppm 5.4 ug/m3
AREINALVE 2. e 2.39 ppm 11.96 ug/m3
National SEndard.........cccoumsmrnisncsres e 35 ppin 150 ug/m3

Montana Standard........ 23 ppm 150 ug/m3

Again the results show Alt. 1a is better than Alt. 2, but both are well below the national and
state standards,

We return to the question: How “dean” does clean air have to be to meet the fundamentat
purpose of the Park? Is it important that one alternative is “dleaner” than another when both
meet the national and state clean air standard?” Maybe so, all other factors being equal. If
there are tradeoffs associated with achieving the “cleaner air” however, the cost may not be
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worth the benefit. We will address this point fater.

Soundscape

Section 4.9 of the 2001 NPS Management Pclicies document states “The NPS will preserve, kg
the greatest extent possibie, the natural soundscapes of the park” and *....superintendents will
identify what level of human-caused sound can be accepted within the management of the
parks” and *.....or that exceeds levels that have been identified as being acceptable te, or
approgriate for, visitor uses at the sites being monitored” (SETS, Pg. 11}.

[t is obvious fram these excerpts that some level of human-caused noise was deemed
acceptable in the NP system. The guestion is “How much? We note the 2001 Management
Policy document does niok say every acre of NPS land must be free of human-caused noise,
There must be some balance between achievement of a naturatly quiet environrment, an one
fand, and public use and enjoyment of the Park which entails some associaked noise on the
other,

In analyzing the effects of snow machines in Yellowstone N.P. we note the distance to the lirnit
of audibility for snowrnobiles on either side of the West Yellowstone - Madison Junction road
segment is 12,459 feet in Alt. 2, while the same measure for snow coaches is 17,810 feet in
Alt. 1a (SEIS, Pg. 229 and 231). Therefore, sound will be audibte for an additional mile from
the road in Alt. 1a compared to Alt, 2. We are not sure why this is true, but it does not suggest
that snow coaches are quieter than snewmobiles.,

Another way to analyze sound is to compare acres of the Park whete vehicle noise will be
heard, This analysis shows that 178,445 acres will be affected by over snow vehicle noise to
some degree in Alt, 1a, compared to oniy 165,711 acres in Alt, 2 (SEIS, Pgs. 234 and 237).
Again, Alt. 2 s tess affected by noise that Alt. 1a. We note these acres account For only 7% of
the Park in either case, howaver, which mmeans 93% of the Park is free of human-caused
seund. We think this is a significant statistic and will address it later.

1t is true that the area with the greatest amount of noise {defined as audible over 50% of the
time) is greatest in Alternative 2 (43,996 acres compared te only 12,916 acres in Alt 1a) (SEIS,
Pgs. 234 and 237). This is a difference of 31,080 acres, which is large in terms of the number
of acres affected. However, in terms of the big picture (the entire area of the two Parks) 31,680
acres is only 1% of the total Park soundscape. In other waords, in the entire 2.5 milfion acres of
the two Parks the "maximum” noise level of Alt. 2 exceeds that of Alt. 1a on an area equivalent
to only 1% of the entire Park system. Is this & significant impact, or are the tradecffs
associated with achieving less ™oud” noise in Alt. 1a greater than the relatively srmall amount of
noise praduced in Alt. 2?2 We will address this question fater,

Wildlife

According to the Affected Environment Section of the SEIS the following staterments represent
the affect snowmobiles have on big game:
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Bison primarily used a network of well-established trails and travel routes, including
riparian areas. Bison do use groomed and plowed roads, but use is considered minor
compared to off-road travel (SEIS. Pg. 123).

Authors note that despite measured stress response, there is no evidenoe that current
lavels of snowmobile activity are affecting population dynamics for wolves or elk (SELS,
Pg. 124).

Bison and elk appeared to habituate as expesure to traffic increased throughout the
winter recreation season. When comparing responses between wheeled vehicle activity
and over snow vehicle activity, no difference was found in bison and elk behavior or
distribution (SEES, Pg. 125).

Overall, off-trail travel (skiers, snow shioers) induced the most behavorial responses in
bison and elk (SEIS, Pg. 126).

The authors concluded that winter recreation in YNP is co-existing with bison and etk
without causing declines in population levels, and that continued use of traditional
winter range remnains essentially unchanged despite a substantial increase in winter
visitations {SEIS, Pg. 126),

As a result of the above the Affected Environment Section of the SEIS finds that under the
current situation: even though there are some confiicts, overall elk and bison are co-existing
with winter recreation without declines in population levels (SETS, Pg. 209}. This section also
states “Creel found ne evidence that current snowmabile levels were affecting elk levels (Pg.
213) and that bison use of groomed trails is relatively minor {Pg. 214).

The SEIS dees conclude that snowmobile use in the future will result in greater road mortality
(of bison and eik), risk associated with harassment and displacement will increase, and
physiological stress responses will rise due to higher traffic volumes (SEIS, Pg 216). The
document then points cut that these conclusions are in dispute and the ramifications
inconclusive (SEIS, Pg, 217).

In summary, the above data says the current effects of snowmobile use on big game is
relatively minor and the predicted increased effects atiributed to Alt, 2, relative to Alt. 1a, are in
dispute and are controversial,

In other words, the scientific evidence supporting the negative effects of snowmobile use on
big game is weak and theoretical and cannot be confirmed at this time.

Economics

A University of Wyoming statewide survey of snowmobiling in 2600-2001 produced the
following information:

Snowmobile outfitters depend on snowmobile rentat and guiding for about 92% of their
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winker business, and 70% of total business (SEIS, Pg. 94).

57% of clients would change the number of trips made to Wyoming if they could no
longer snawmabile in the Parks; 95% would degrease the nurber of trips (SEIS, Pg.
95).

70% of residents prefer there be no ban on snowmehiles (SE1S, Pg. 100).

Baged on this information and a 1999 Winter Visitor Survey, the SEIS estimates that visitation
to GYA by winter recreation users who live outside the S-tounty area woukd be reduced by
33.4% if winter trave! is restricted to snow coaches (SEIS, Pg. 152}. As a result, total ecanornic
output in the 5-county GYA area would deciine by $21 million per year, year after year, if Alt.
1a is imptemented. En addition, there could be a loss of $2.9 million per year because of a
reduction in aggregate nonmarket value of the reduced trips. Thig represents a total joss of
$23.9 million, every vear, in the GYA area.

The IMPLAN inputfoutput mode] predicts a majority of the 5-county impact {$23.9 million) will
be felt by the jocal West Yellowstone economy (SEIS, Pg. 156), Assuming 75% is a fair
definition of majority , the economic loss to West Yellowstone fram Akt 1a will be $17.9
million {23.9 x .75).

For Alt. 2 the 5-county loss is estimated to be between $2.9 to 5.8 millior (say $4.3 million as
an average), while the loss in the town of W. Yellowstone is expected to be 45% of that total,
or $1.9 million ($4.3 x .45), plus about $600 thousand for the loss of nonmarket value. The
total combined loss for Alt. 2 therefore is $2.5 miltion.

Visitor Experience

Winter activity at YNP is composed primarily of visitors on snowmabiles {62%); auto and bus
{29%); snow coach {9%); and cross-country skiing (1%) (SEIS, Pg. 131).

The 2000-2001 Wyorming Study of state residents found 88.8% said there should be ne ban on
snowmobile use and if there was, 90% indicated they wouid not visit the Park if the only
mechanized access was by snow coach (SEIS, Pgs. 141 and 143),

The government-knows-best, top-down approach of Akt. 1a will eliminate the curvent most
popular form of winter experience {more than 60% of users} and will therefore have a major
adverse effect on visitor experience to the Park (SEIS, Pg. 257). Alt. 2, by allowing snowmobile
use to continue, with same modifications, will not degrade the overall winter experience.
Recommended Alternative

Given the above analysis, we overwhelmingly Support Alt. 2 a5 cur choice for the preferred
alternative.

Alt. 2 has the least economic impact on West Yellowstone and the S-tounty economic impact
area. This difference is large and significant. Alt. 1a reduces the econamic support 0 West

5
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Yellowstone by $17.9 million per year, while Alt, 2 reduces the economic support by about $2.5
million per year. I the larger 5-county area Alt, 1a has a chilling effect on the economy of
$23.9 million, compared to about $5 million for Alt, 2. We note these are multi-year effects, not
one-year,

Alt. 2 also aliows winter recreation use visitors to exercise their discretion as to which type of
motorized use they choose to visit the Park in. Alt. 1a impases a one-size-fits-all, Clintonese-era
government-knows-best decision ¢n everyone. We befieve the American people are capable of
making this choice for themselves,

Alt. 1a does result in “cleanes” air than Alt. 2, but we note both aiternatives are less than 60%
of the Montana carbon monoxide ambient air quality standard {AlL. 2 is 656% less, AL 1ais
81% less). If air is “clean” (that is, it meets EPA standards) is that not sufficient to meet the
fundamentat purpose for the establishment of the Parks? We believe it is and can find nothing
in Park Palicy that says otherwise.

From a sound standpoint we were surprised to leam that Al 2 actually is more noise-friendly
than Alt, 1a. Alt. 1a produces human-sound on 178,445 acres, compared to only 165,713 acres
in Alt. 2. This is not a big advantage, however, since both affect onfy about 7% of the entire
Park. We think the significant Factor here is that 93% aof the Park is free of any human noise,
regardless of which alternative is chosen. This should be mare than sufficient for that 1% who
use the Park for cross-country skiing and snow shoeing.

The slightly smaller area subject to sound in Alt. 2 is semewhat offset by the greater amount of
“loud” noise (defined as audible over 50% of the time) in Alt. 2. The amount that AlL. 2 exceeds
Alt 1a is only 1% of the total park area however, so tis is not a major factor either. Overall
roise does not seem to be a determining factor in selecting the preferred alternative.

From a wildlife standpoint it is apparent that current snowmabile use is having only minor
impact cn Big game. Individuai bison and elk are occasionally harassed by machines, but there
is no apparent effect on the papulation as a whole, The SEIS does postulate some potential
negligible to madesate adverse and short term effects from motorized over snow use on bison
and elk, but these effects are found to be in dispute and the ramifications inconclusive.
Therefore we see no credible impact of snowmobiles on big game in the Parks.

In summary, we find the economic and freedom-of-choice advantages of Alt. 2 greatly
outweigh the small and rather insignificant clean air advantage of AlL. 1a. One can argue the
case for soundscape either way, but in either case it is insignificant. The effect of either
alterrative on big game is minor and in dispute, so we find this factor to be incenclusive,
Therefore we feel the preponderance of the evidence in the SEIS supports Alt, 2, Alt, 2
achieves the best bafance between canserving park resources while allewing the American
people to use and enjoy those resources. We strengly recommend yous select Alt. 2 as you
prefetred choice,

In a more specific comment, we urge you to allow snowmobile use between Grassy Lake and
Flagg Ranch, as proposed in Aft. 2. Again, this is a freedom-of-choice decision we feel very
strongly about, Our members have used this section of road for snowmghiling for decades.
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There are no wildiife issues here to support a ban on snowmobile use. Please keep the Grassy
Lake - Flagg Ranch road open to snowmabile use.

That concludes our comments. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
document, . ;U{ u‘kﬁw/

Jim Gerber
Pres CUFF

P.0. Box 514
St. Anthony, ID B3445
Ph. (208)624-3893
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Chamber of Commerce
Second Centuryq) Progress
. i]ﬂﬁh‘cl-dz':-lvﬂ'nuc‘
Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments e Date May 2u, 2n02
Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
P. O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83201
Dear Yellowstone and Grand Teton Park Management Team

The Cody Chamber of Commerce representing 620 members has reviewed the
Draft SEIS (Winter Use Plans, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement,
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memerial Parkway). The Chamber strongly supports Alternative 2 and equally
strongly rejects Alternative, 1a, 1b, and 3.

Alternative 1a is generally the result of the Record of Becision (RODY and
Alternative 1b is the same as 1a with a one-year delay. Alternative 1a like
Alternative 1b would require snowcoach travel only managed by concessions
permit. East Gate traffic would basically be denied winter access #o Yellowstone
without snowmobiles. This is due to the inability of the current snow coaches in
Yellowstene National Park to navigate Sylvan Pass on a routine basis under present
conditions. Among the reasons for this is that snow coaches are wider than
snowmobiles, hence special grooming and plowing is required so that they can
safely meet and pass onceming traffic. Also, a snow coach is not buiit to
accommodate the transverse slopes often generated by drifting snow. Sylvan Pass
must be plowed and groomed on a routine basis to provide for snowcoaches. This
would, in all likelihood, necessitate a groomer/plow to be stationed at the East Gate
of Yellowstone Mational Park. The problems with snow coaches from the East
Entrance are acknowledy2d in the Draft SEIS in Table 5 (Alternative 2) and Table 8
{Alternative 3), when it shows only snowmobiles from the East Entrance. We see no
efforts mentioned to remedy this problem.

The economic damage fo Cody and Park County would be significant. A document
prepared by David T. Taylor of the University of Wyoming's Department of
Agricuitural and Applied Economics, published in August 2001, entitled Economic
Importance of the Winter Season to Park County, Wyoming has been appended to
the SEIS in Volume 2. Figure 6 of this publication shows the economic impact of
Yellowstone Mational Park visitors on Park County, Wyoming. This document shows
an economic impact of $5.1 million in direct expenditures, $8.7 million in total
econosnic activity, $1.8 millicn in personal income, 467 jobs and tax revenue of
$306,800. The dollar values are on an annual basis. Winter tourism in Yellowstone
is ingreasing and we see no reascn that the above figures can not grow in ihe future,
given adequate winter aceess through the East Gate. We see no effort on the part
of Yellowsicne National Park or the Nalional Park Service to mitigate this econemic
loss and the impact on our winter tourism would condinue indefinitely. It was
mentioned in the Draft SEIS (page 92) that Wyoming has submitied new data since
the EIS. However, when we read in Table 10 of the Draft SEIS that other than in

Wesi Yellowstone there would be “No measurable econemic impact on other
gateway communities” we become concerned. We seriously challenge this
statement and ask that you consider our economic impacts. This may not be noted
in terrs of Gross Domestic Product but it certainly is on a local ievel with a county of
about 25 000 population. We consider these alternatives {1a and 1b) as totally
unacceptable as currentiy presented. Since the State of Wyoming and Park County
are Cooperating Agencies in this process, please provide this economic impact
document with the Final Supplemental EIS and consider the economic losses in your
decision.

We censider Alternative 3 as better than the previously mentioned alternatives but it
is still unacceptable as presented. Admittedly it does allow snowmebiles through the
East Gate of YYellowstone Mational Park but we consider the number too restrictive
and the tour guide system is questionable. There is no mention of who could be a
tour guide or what the limitations would be placed on fravel, e.g., if one snowmobile
wanis to stop and look, would it be aitowed? Other concerns to be addressed
include the number of snowmobiles each guide will take, the number of times daily
snowmobiles will be guided through each gate, etc. In our opinion this concept
could defract greatly from the visiter's experience.  One of the advantages of the
individual snowmobile over the scheduled snow coach is that one can proceed at
their leisure and stop, safely out of traffic, whenever one wanis to take pictures and
enjoy the beauty of Yellowstone in winter. ’

Snowmobiles, under this alternative, would be limited o the time frame of late
November {0 President's Day. After that, snow coaches, skiers and snowshoers
only would be allowed inte Yellowsione Naticnal Park for the remainder of the winter
geason. Again, at the East Gate the snowcoaches will be of ne value to us. These
restrictions and the daily limit of 100 snowmobiles would, in our opinion, also cause
economic harm to Cody and Park County, Wyoming. Admittedly, the economic
damage under Aliernative 3 would not be as great as dented entry to snowmobites in
Alternative 1a and 1b.

It is interesting to us thai the Draft SEIS is showing air quality levels in Table 10 in
Volume 3 of the Draft SEIS that are much less than those set forth by the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), that apply in Wyoming, or the Montana
Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS] for areas in Montana. We noted that
apparently these figures for Flagg Ranch, West Yellowstone and the West Entrance
to Madison were determined from modeling, as described in Chapter IV of the Drafl
SEIS. What is the purpose of these numbers other than to verify that the emissions
will be less than required by NAAQS and MAAQS? [t is also siated on page 202 of
the Draft SFIS Volume 1 that "Mone of the predicted 24-hr average Pm10
concentrations exceeds the 24-hr average conceiilration of the Wyoming or
NAAQS" Given this information we fail to see the justification for the proposed
limitation on snowmobiles on the basis of air pollution. We alsc refer to the
document by Cain and Coefield of the Monitoring and Data Management Bureau,
Planning, Prevention and Assistance Division, Montana Department of
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Environmental Quality, Dated 08/30/01. It is avaitable on the web page:
bttp:/www.deqg.state mt us/cleansnowmobile/concernsicaincoefield.pdf. They show
that 345 snowmobiles per hour could go through the West Yellowstone Gate and not
exceed the MAAQS based on their pellution model. Qur understanding is that the
study of air quality does nof consider all of Yallowstone Park but it is simply a study
at selected points. If viclations of air quality siandards occur at the West Entrance
area they should be addressed by making changes at that location. Proposing
major changes to snowmobile uses in all of Yellowstone National Park, as opposed
to site specific solutions, and the other areas covered in the Draft SEIS does not
appear to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA)
as required by your regulations.

In all of this it is also curious to us that restrictions are being considered and there is
not a winter carrying capacity already in place. “The visitor carrying capacity
component of adaptive management would incorporate the Visifor Experience
Resource Protection (VERP) model (and others) and would be compieted not later
fhan 2605" (Page 52 Draft SEIS). Although input from visitors is important, we
believe that such visitor surveys should ask only guestions that the respondent has
the knowledge to respond accurately. We irust thai you do not ask the visitor to
speculate or respond to questions of a technical nature. One area of concern is
when you are proposing te use visitor surveys to evaluate odors (Table 11, Draft
SEIS). From what we have leamed pecple evaluate odors as a result of
impressions. Thus, the strength and whether or not the odor is repugnant will bias
the resuits. Alsa if used with exhaust fumes and odors how does the traveling public
tell the difference between automotive and sncwmobile exhausi? We strongly
recommend that when using Visitor Experience it be closely monitored with hard
data from calibrated instrumentation, air photos and other quantifiable sources.

Reading the section in the Draft SEIS on noise and scund we realize that the
specific over-snow vehicle, the speed of that vehicle, atmospheric and specific
location of the sound measurement will impact the sound level noted.  Since they
are continuaily working on new srowmoabile technology, quieter and less pollution,
we would consider this a very difficult element to model. We presume that the limits
shown in Tables 10 and 11 are oniy the results of modeling and not recommended
enforcement guidelines at this time.

Alternative 2 appears to us fo be the most workable scenario presented in the
current Draft SEIS. It allows snowmabiles to enter the East Gate of Yellowstone
National Park on an individual basis from the second Wednesday in December unti
the second Sunday in March with the daily limit on East Gate snowmobile entry set
at 200, We currently believe Alternative 2, in cantrast to the other alierratives
presented, will cause the least economic impact on Cody and Park County,
Wyoming. Issues raised with Alternative 3 are alsc appropriate for here.  These
issues include air quality, noise, odor, carrying capacity, visitor experience
questionnaires, calibrated instrimentation, etc. In the interest of brevity they have
not been repeated but are included by reference. We trust that adaptive

management techniques will aliow increased winter traffic through the East Gate as
snowmobiles become cleaner and guieter in the years to come.

We strongly support Alternative 2, We sincerely hope that the National Park Service
will endorse and support this alternative as a viable sclution. [t will provide conirol
over snowmobites that is now not in place and as a result will insure the values the
Park Service has been mandated to maintain. Please realize that we too highly
value the Mational Park System and for us Yellowstone is a very special place. We
do not want it decimated but we also de not want it locked up of so tightly controlled
that its beauty cannot be seen and enjoyed on an individual basis in all seasons. As
required by NEPA significant impacts in the EIS/SEIS process should be minimized
and Alternative 2 approaches that requirement.

We appreciate the oppertunity to express the view of the Cody Chamber of

Commerce,

Pregtdent of the Cody Chamber of Commerce

Yo

fruly,
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City, State, Zip
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1LLINOIS ASSOCIATION OF SNOWMOBILE CLUBS, INC
P.0. BOX 265
MARSEILLES, I{. 61341-0265

May 25, 2002

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
P.O. Box 352

Moose, Wyoming, 83012

Dear Yellowstone and Grand Teton Park Management Team,

The Nlinos Association of Snowmobile Clubs Inc (JASC) represents over 3200
saowmobiling families in Hlincis. Many of our members have visited Yellowstone
National Park in the past, and many hope to visit in the future, Every year, there are
stories in our siate publication, the [Hinois Snowmobiler, about our members who have
visited Yellowstone National Park and the surrounding areas. The stories always consider
visiting the Park as the best part of their wrip.

The [ASC would hope that the new techrology snewmobiles will be the answer to many
of the issues currently at hand concerning Yellowstone Nationai Park. The IASC believes
that as Jong as cars and buses are ailowed in the Park during the summer months (in
much greater numbers} that we as recreattonal snowmobilers should be able to visit the
Park in the winter, especialiy with the common sense approach provided by Alternative 2
of the SEIS.

The 1ASC would also hope that the work done by an ilfinois Congressmean, Don
Manzullo of the 16" Congressional District of Hiinois, would provide insight into the
economic benefits that snowmobiling brings to the West Yellowstone area. 1 would hope
that you take into account the economic issues raised during Congressman Manzullo's
hearing in West Yellowstone on January 26, 2002,

The IASC would also like to believe, that with all the turmoil in the world, and the
restrictions being placed in so many of our other mational buildings, that a family
receeation such as snowmobiling in such a special place as Yellowstone would not be
abso restricted as proposed by former President Clinton.

The TASC hopes that “junk science” does not impair your decision. There have been
many reports tately about inflated visitor numbers to the National Parks and Forests and
lymx hairs being placed ir traps where there have been no lynx. The [ASC truly believes
the newer technology snowmobtles are clean and cfficient, and hopes you guestion the
report fram the Denver EPA office, as the [ASC believes their comments fall under the
“junk science” heading.

The TASC supporis the concepts contained in Altermative 2 of the SEIS that was
developed by the Cooperating Agencies because it continues to allow snowmobile acoess
to Yellowstone and Grand Teton Natioral Parks and to the John D Rockefeller, Jr.
Memorial Parkway on an individual’personal basis. Individual travel by snowmobile
provides the best way to experience the magnificent natural features of the Parks in the
Wwinter.

The 1ASC supports reasonable limits on snowmobiling, and in parficular, supports the
advanced sale of park entry permits and adequate National Park Rangers in place for
security and guidance.

The TASC believes the speed limit from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful should be 35
mph. The IASC supports the strict enforcement of speed limits and regulations that
prohibit off*road travel and, restnictions on non-motorized uses in wildlife winter ranges
and fragile thermal areas.

The LASC supperts reasonable restrictions on snowmobiiing in Yellowstone and Grand
Tetor National Parks and realizes that Yellowstone is a special place that needs special
recognition.

The IASC also encourages you to use partnerships with the surcounding communities,
counties and states to expand educational opportunitics that infomm winter visitors
regarding Park rules, user ethics, visitor safety and appreciation of the Park resources.

The IASC is aiso hoping that you will adopt an Adaptive Management Plan for the Parks.
In these days of constant technological advances, only a plan that can change with the
times is fitting for the Park System.

Soewmobiling is a fun family sport, enjoyed by many snowmobiling tamilies in Hiinois

and by many other Americans.

Sincerely,

Jl sk,
#Mark R. Hazzard /7
President - lilinois Association of Snowmaobile Clubs, Inc
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Minnesota United Snowmobilers Association

7640 Lakeland Avenue North « Suite 212 « Brookiyn Park, Minnesota 55428-5616
Telephone: 763-577-01835 » Fax: 763-577-0186
Website: www.snowmobile-mnusa.org

May 08, 2000

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Giand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
P.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

RE:  Winter Use Draft 8EIS Comments
Dear Yellowstone and Grand Teton Park Management Tearn:

The Minneseta United Snowmobilers Association (MnUSA) appreciates this opportunity 1o provide
comments on the Winter Use Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement {SEIS) for the
Yeliowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway.
We are a volunteer organization that acts as a sirong voice for the 300,000 registered snowmobile
gwners in the state of Minnesota, We stand in support of a responsible multiple use and access to
public lands.

Tn general, we are in support of Alternative 2 identified in the Draft SEIS. The hundreds of
Minnesota snowmobilers that travel to these Parks would like a winter experience that offers
continued personal snowmobile travel opportunities. We are opposed to the snowcoach only access
and the proposal that would require all snowmobilers to be accompanied by a National Park Service
peromtted guide. We specifically support the following concepis in Alternative 2

1. Tmplementation of a reservation system and intenm daily entry limits for snowmaobiles, based
on historic daily averages, until a long-term visitor capacity study is completed, We also
support spreading snowmobile use over a mid-December 1o mid-March winter scason.

2. Advance sale of park entrance permits, but encourage you to make them larger and more
visibie to speed up lines at the gaic.

3 Strict enforcement of all posted speed limits within the Parks.

4, Strict enforcement of regulations that prohibit off-read travel and resiriciions on non-
motorized uses in wildlife winter ranges and fragile thermal areas.

5. Increase groomed non-motorized trails and increase both the size and number of warming
huts to help mitigate perceived user conflicts.

6, Expanding educational upportunities that inform winter visitors regarding Park rules, user
ethics, visitor safety and appreciation of Park resources.

7. Fostering partnerships with the surrounding communities, countigs and states, s cowd

be expanded to include organized user groups.

With regard to emissions, the EPA has not yet formally issued standards for snowmobile emissions,
however, we understand they are to be forthcoming this year. There has been no violation of any

Winter Use Draft S8EIS Comments
May 28, 2002
Page Two

cmission steandards by snowmobiles in the Parks that are currently in effect. We expect new
snowmobile technology required by the upcoming EPA standards, will address concerns of
snowmobile emissions and ask the NPS to include the new standards in its determination. We have
concerns of snowceoach emissions as we believe the potential impacts have been understated, (See
artached.) 'We believe firther investigation will not support a snowcoach only alternative as being
the most appropriate access method for the Parks in formulating a winter use plan.

We firmly the framework of Alternative 2 is the best composite of restrictions and forward-looking
planning that can still allow for a quality snowmobtie experience for the broadest spectrum of winter
visitors. Your consideration of this perspective is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely.

Minmesota United Snowmobilers Association

&‘Hua(@ J\L)Cc’—aﬁ. 7 —

Douglas SWanson. Vice President

fim

Enclosure
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COALITION

May 21, 2002

Winter Use Drraft SEIS Comrnents

Grand Teton and Yellowstone Natjonal Parks
PF.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Superintendent:

The Montana Tourism Coalition opposes the snowmobike ban being considered by the National
Park Service. Anything that “bans™ access by one group over another is unreascnable public
policy. We support Alternative 2 that was developed by the Cooperating Agencies because it
allows access on an individual/personal basis.

We are opposed to 2 ban because it eliminates yet another access possibility for the people of the
United States. At what point does Yellowstone become a wilderness ecosystem that <an only be
viewed from outside a bubble? Our forefathers intentions were clear when they said Yellowstone
Nationai Park was created as a “public park or pleasuring-ground for the benefit and enjoyment
of the people.” In order for the public to understand nature they need to see, hear, feel, smell and
taste it. There exists today many places where people are exciuded from their natural
environment and, although, we do not wish for people to love Yellowstone National Park to
death, we also need to be sure that future generations are allowed 1o experience it through ail their
senses.

Gur organization is also concerned about the economic impact to gateway communities that have
benefited from the winter use of snowmobiles. 1t does not seem right that this opportunity be
taken away from them altogether, especially when they are willing and have been willing to work
with ali interested parties to come up with consensus on the issue.

Let’s keep Yellowstons open 10 31l while at the same time protecting the park for all. J¢ can be
done and should be done.

Thank you for your help i this matter.

Sincerely,

P.O. BGX 456, HELENA, MT 59824 f (406) 443-7838 PHONE / {4D6) 449-9618 FAX / MTCtourism@asl.com

MOORE SMITH BUXTON & TURCKE, CHARTERED

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT Law

225 NORTH 9™ STREET, SLit 420
Boisk, ID B3702
TELErUONE: (208) 331-18D0 FAX: (208) 331-1202

Raxsast). BaiLey TonKT. MePannn
Susax B Buxton* Of Caunsel
MICHATL C. MOSRE?

RRECEM. Svava " Alga admilted in Oregon

PaUL A TURCRE 1 Also admitted in Washington

CHRILTOr LK E. YORCASMIN * Also admitted in Sputh Dakata

Tannay A Zugan” * Also admitled in New Muxicn -
May 28. 2002

Delivered via Federal Express and
E-Mail to grte_winter_use_seis@nps. gov

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
Maintenance Building

Grand Teton National Park

Moosc, WY 83012

RE: Comments to Winter Use Draft SEIS

Dear Planning Team:

Enciesed please find comments responding o the Winter Use Plans Supplemental Draft
Environmenial Impact Statement (the “DSEIS™) issued on March 29, 2002, by the Yellowstone
National and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway
(the "Parks"™). These comments are submitted on behalf of our clients the BlueRibbon Coalition.
Inc.. the Idaho State Snowmobile Association, and the Montana Snowmabile Association.
Please note that these organizaiions, or any of their members, may submit additional comments,
and any such commenis shall supplement these comments and must be separately considered by
the agency. [n addition, we follow the agency’s lead and note that we incorporate by reference
our prior comnenis 1o applicable poriions of the FEIS and preceding portions of the Winter Use
planning process.

I Introduction.

The ongoing Winter Use planning process provides the Parks with the opportunily to
allow reasonable husnan access while preserving oulstanding natural resources, These goals need
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not conflict with one another as supgested by some interest groups. Opponenis of snowmobile
access suggest that the Parks are irretrievably “broken’ so long as any snowmobile access oceurs,
On the other end of the spectrum, some oppose any governmential resirictions on snowmobile
access and advocats a pure “laissez-faire” management approach. Our clients believe a
reasenable middle ground cxists.

Without assigning blame for exisling management, improvements to the status quo are
overdue, Administrative issues such as grooming, permit issuance, and “traffic” rules can all be
modified 1o enhance visitor experiences while increasing resource protection. The time has come
for reasonable equipment and access restrictions in the Parks and many NPS units. Qur clicnts
strongly support enhanced law ¢nforcement.  Certainly a more aggressive official law
cnforcement presence is needed, but the agency must also become more open to the opportunities
1o “partner” with local interests and enthusiast organizations with a stake in proper carc for park
resources and adherence to regulations. These concepts can allow historical human visitation
levels to the Parks, which are critical to the socioeconomic fabric of galcway communitics.
ARernative 2 strikes the best balance to the labyrinth of issues before the agency.

The increasingly vocal “silent majority” supports continued snowmobile access to the
Parks. Opponents of snowmobile access. including some NPS employees. have persistently
mischaracterized the nalure of this process and those who support reasonabic snowmobile access.
The DSEIS certainly fotlows ifrom the settlement agreement in Internarionul Snevwmobile
Marufaciurers Ass'n, et al. v. Norton, Case No. 00-CV-0229-B (D. Wyoming). I1SMA’s
position as “lead plainéiff” in the latest suit does not mean the “snowmobile industry” is
responsible for, or even leading. the charge to protect reasonable snowinobile access to the Parks.
MNamed plaintiffs in the suit include the BlueRibbon Coalition, the Wyoming State Snowmobile
Association., Edward Dougherly. David and Jamie MeCray, and Craig Koll. The Staic of
Wyoming intervened as a party-plaintiff and has actively participated in the litigation and the
planning process. Mr. Dougherty was the “lead party”™ for the “snowmabile interests” in the
Fund for Animal’s prior lawsuits over snowmeobile access to the Parks. Truthfully, srowmobile
access to the Parks plays a trivial part in the “botiom line” of the snowmobile manufacturing
industry. Mose “snowmobile days™ are logged in a busy weckend in the Great Lakes repion than
a season in Yellowstone. Well-moneyed opponents io human access have succeeded in
portraying this as a battie waged by a profit-blinded “*snowmobile industry” but in reality a
diverse coalition of Americans. including grassroots enthusiasts and cnthusiast organizations,
affected stage and local governments, local residents and businesses, and muliiple use advocates,
in additon 1o snowmobile manufaciurers, supports reasonable snowmobile access to the Parks.

The Parks’ winter use planning process has been long and tiring. We will not present
exhaustive comments rehashing cvery issue. Cur commenis will focus upon what have now
become the key issues in this process:  Wildlife, Air Quality. Visitor Services and
Sociceconomics issues. In addition, we will identify several procedural concerns raised by the

Winter Use DSEIS Comments
May 28, 2002
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manner of preparing and presenting the DSEIS, On balance. we believe DSEIS Alternative 2
provides the most reasonable and most defensible “middle ground” between unrcstricted access
to, and prohibition of humans from. the Parks.

1. Wildlife [ssues,

The DSEIS analysis of wildlife' issucs turns upon an unprecedented and dangerous
interpretation of NPS management direction. Drafters of the DSEIS have determined that
cxisting regulations “prohibit snowmobile use that *disturbs wildlife...”” and conclude that “NPS
does net have the autkority to allow snowmabile use where disturbance occurs.” DSEIS at 119
{citing 36 C.F.R. 2.18}. Thc DSEIS drafters create their own definitions of key terms to be vsed
in this analysis. Tor exampie, “disturbance” is defincd as “to interferc with, or destroy the
tranquility or composure of wildlife.” ‘I'he decisionmaker, NPS and Department of Interior
ofticials shouid carefully consider the implications of this analysis. If adopted, this logic must
lead 1o gradual elimination of humans from ail NP8 “ecospheres.”

One seeking 1o prohibit wildlife “disturbance™ under NPS regulations cannot stop at
snowmaobile use. The DSEIS drafters correctly note 36 C.F.R. § 2.18 penerally addresses
snowmebile management in the NPS system and allows the agency to authorize snowmobile use
when it “will not disturb wildlifc or damage park resources.” 36 C.E.R. § 2,18 lowever,
conspicuously absent from the DSEIS is mention of broader proscriptions on wildlife
“disturbance” which apply to all activities in National Parks. For instance, the first regulation at
36 C.F.R. part 2 states. “the following is prohibited: (1) Possessing, destroying, injuring,
defacing, removing, digging. or disturbing from its natural state: (i) Living or dead wildlife or
fish...” 36 CF.R. § 2.1(a) {emphasis added). Similariy, thc regulations prohibit “feeding,
touching, teasing, frightening or intentional disturbipe of wildlife nesting, breeding or octher
activities™ 36 CF.R. § 2.2(a}f2) (emphasis added}. Whatever prohibition exisis on
“disturbance” attributable to snowmobiles must also address all human® behavior in Parks. The
drafters of the DSEIS apparently hope to wield section 2.18 as a scalpel to excise snowmobile
use, but fail to acknowledge their approach must also unsheath the sledgehammer in other
regulations affecting all human activities.

! As in the DSEIS, our reference te “wildlife” is limited to the species “of concern within
the scope of the SEIS, bison and ctk.” DSEIS atp. 115.

i The NPS regulations are not expressiy resiricted (0 human behavior, Presumably the
drafters of the regulations were aware that animals and other forces of nature routinely “frighten™
or “disturb” wildlife. therefore we interpret the regulations to exempt such “natural” disturbance.



Representative Public Comments - Winter Use Plans Final Supplemental EIS

Pro-Snowmobile Organizations

(43!

Winter Use DSEIS Comments
May 28. 2002
Paged

The true flaw in the DSEIS “wildlife disturbance™ analysis lics not m the regulations, b
in the DSEIS definitions. To state the “disturbance™ definition reveals iis flaws. The scientific
“standard” within the definition is whelher an animal's “tranquility” or “composure™ have been
“interfered” with. These value-laden terms are not susceptible to objective rescarch. In fact, they
are not terms used by wildlife biclogists or other scientists. [nstead, these wildiife
“professionals”™ focus on objectively measurable and quantifiable construcis such as fecal
glucocorticond levels. See, DSEIS at 125, A <ritical “disconnect” occurs between objective
hinlogical analysis and the anthropomorphic “valucs™ in the definition. The DSEIS definition of
“disturbance” is not, and cannot be, linked w objective wildlife data because we do not have a
way 1o physiclogically determine when human or other stimuli cause an ungulate to cross the
“tranquility” or “composure” thresholds.

Proper interpretation of the regulations must incorporaic two basic analytic foundations.
First, the prohibition on “disturbance™ need not focus solely on a “micro™ level such as the
interaction of a single burean with a single elk, Second, one must consider whether potential
~disturbance” can be avoided or mitigated through management. To proceed differently, as the
DSFEIS attempts, leads to absurd and impractical results. The DSEIS drafiers undertake a thinly-
dispuwised effort to portray snowmobiling as a “type” of activity that inexorably creates
“disturbance™ of the Parks™ wintering ungulates. However. this approack cannot be rationally
restricted to snowmobiling. When placed in proximity to humans, a bison will either stand still
or move. In either instance some obscrvable change in behavior or physiclogy will likely occur
which the DSEIS drafters might find to be evidence of reduced “composure”™ or “tranguility.”

The only logical way to reconcile these legal and practical issues is 1o base restrictions on
types of human activity restrictions in the NPS system on objectively measurable and widespread
impacts to resources. In the context of wildlife, this will gencrally require actual or foreseeable
impacts to population levels or dynamics. The DSELS drafters vigorously argue against this
approach, becanse such a standard wiil force them to ignore the fact that ungulate populations in
the Parks are at high and stable levels. See, DSEIS at 217 (acknowledging “winter recreation
within the park has not clearly dcmonstrated any long term advesse consequences (o
populations...™). This is aot to say that exceptional human misbehavior should be iolerated.
Individuals “crossing the line” should be punished. Ilegal behavior is not correlated with mode
of access. !llegal behavicr, whether by motorized or non-matorized visitors, should be the focus
of law enforcement officers and federal magistrates, not NPS land managers. The DSEIS
analysis of “wildlife” issues sets NPS up to arbitrarily pick and choose a prohibited activity du
Jour. Neither the law ner sound policy should sanction this approach.

Winter Use DSEIS Comments
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IIl.  Air Quality Issues.

The DSEIS establishes only the general proposition that cvery action alternative will
imprave the Parks™ air quality.” The DSEIS presents an impressive looking series of acronyms
and tables (0 summarize air quality issucs, The information is beyond the understanding of most
veaders, and certainty lawyers. In fact, detailed analysis of air quality 1ssues is logically beyond
the technical capacity and legal authority of NPS. We jein in, and Incorporate by reference
hercin. the ISMA cotmments detailing why the Fnvironmental Protection Agency and states are
the proper entities i¢ study and regulate air guality issucs.

It is important to note at the oulset that National Ambient Air Qualily standards
established under the Clean Air Act arc ot being violated in the Parks, even by present levels of
snowmobiles wsing “old” technology. Additionally, we note that the modeling data used in the
DSEIS analysis of air quality issues is incorrectly based on estimates of approximately 166.000
annual snowmebile days in the Parks, when avaitable information suggests that about 63.000
actually enter the Parks in a typical season.

To the exient the DSEIS presents “numbers”™ about air quabity, the numbcers demonstrate
quantifiable improvement associated with every action alternative. lacking from this analysis is
any meaningful context. For instance, Table 38 (DSEIS p. 171) compares the “numbers™ for
each alternative. The DSEIS attempts to comparc these impacts by allernative with the
descriptive terms used throughout the DSEIS, ie “negligible, minor, moderate, or mujor” effects.
See, e.g, DSEIS at 204-205. There are several flaws in this analysis. First, all comparisons are
to a theoretical “no air quality impacts™ baseline. The rationale for, or realistic possibility of,
sekeeting such a “zoro impact” bascline is not discussed.  Scecond, the DSEIS attempts no
discussion of the nature of the “equation™ for air quality components. The relation of impacts o
cmission components might be lincar, logarithmic, or some other relationship.  Finally, the
NSEIS lacks any meaningful discussion of how the identified levels will impact the human
environment. For example, Table 38 suggests Alternative 2 will yizld a 1-Hr, CO “rating” of 7.9
ppm al West Yellowstone, while Alternative la and 1b will resuit in a 4.5 “rating” and
Alternative A produces a 32.2 “rating.” What is not discussed is whether there is a distinction, in
terrns of compliance with any standard or with regard to hursan health, between the 7.9 and 4.5
“ratings.” Put differently. the DSEIS appeaes to conclude that “maore™ air quality is always better
but ihis conclusion is not seif-evident. Both of these numbers may be below any reasonable
ihreshold of human environmental “mnpact.” This analysis must oceur to render a properly-
reasoncd deeision and to properly inform the public as w the conscquences of the aliernatives.

i By “uir yuality” we include the discussion of “bealih and safely” issues conceming
vehicle emissions.  The majority of such “health and safety” discussions focus on haman
exposure to emissions components, and are essentially a “second bite™ at the air quality issue.
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The DSKEIS fails to properly explain its methodology or conclusions concerning air
quality for the “snowcoach™ alternatives. Meaningful data on snowcoach cmissions 15 lacking at
this time. To the extent any data is available, it supgests snowcoach emissions grealy exceed
snowmobile emissions. At a minimum, there is great uncertainty regarding this issue, which
should be disclosed in the SEIS.

Even casual review of the proffered data shows the substantial improvements that will be
provided by any of the proposed regulations. Alternative 2 sirikes an appropriate balance, with
substantial improvements in air quality while prescrving a range of appropriate access options,
Air quality is not the only issue before the agency, and any incremental benefit of other
alternatives is more than outweighed by other costs associated by those options.

iv. Visiter Services Issues.

NPS units should be managed to provide a diverse range of opporiunitics for the public to
cnjoy Park resources. Thoese seeking solitude, “natural quiet,” and wilderness experience can
find it in the Parks and other NP§ units. Conversely, the preferences of visitors placing a priority
on those attributes should not exclude others from the Parks. The “Wyoming Survey™ provides
particularly important information about visitor preferences. Roughly seventy percent of
Wyoming residents oppose a ban on snowmobile access to the Parks. DSEIS, Table 31, While
the DSEES drafters emphasize a “national” preference for more aggressive restrictions, such a
result is net reflecied in the Wyoming Survey results, where over sixty-five percent of
nonresidents similarly oppose the snowmobile ban. DSEIS, Table 32. One cannol dispute the
fact that the snowmaobile is the chosen mode of access for the majorty of current winter visitors
to the Parks. The DSEIS does not contain credible information which compels elimination of
snowmobiles [fom the Parks.

The “snowcoach only™ aliernatives will not provide a viable alternative to snowmobile
access for many visitors, The DSEIS, like its predecessor, provides few practical details about
the “snowcoach™ alternatives.  Qur information suggests that NP3 intends to develop a “new”
snoweoach to address shortcomings of existing models and conversion kits. Lacking from the
DSEIS is any discussion of the feasibility of the “new” snowcoach, its cost, whether existing
concesstonaires and rental outfiders can realistically purchase. maintain and operate such
vehicles, and whether they will be accepied by the public. Snowmobiles are preferred by the
majority of Parks’ visitors because they allow the freedom and flexibility of self-dirccied travel,
One can plan his or her own itinerary and choose to deviale from it as the day develops. Any
aliernative requiring smowcoach access or mandatory guides must evaluate these issues to
determine how many visitors will continue to visit the Parks under such access restrictions.
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V. Secioeconomic Issues.

The DSEIS glosses over the negative socioeconomic impacts associated with elimination
of meaningful snowmobile access to the Parks. Such shortcomings preclude adequate public
disclosurc of impacts required by NEPA.

The figures presented in the DSEIS do not accusately depict the magnitude of economic
impact associated with a complete ban on snowmobile access 1o the Parks. Even if one assumes
the DSEIS contains valid information, the actual impacts of reduced visitation are grossly
understated. The DSELS casually notes that “a majority of the S-county impucts would be felt by
the local West Yellowstene economy...” but downplays this impact given the rclative
significance of “Yellowstone™ production in the 3-state region. DSEIS, p. 156. None of these
projections considers whether snowcoach or reduced snowmobile access alternatives will support
a viable winicr cconomy in gateway communities. “Tourism” indusiries incur year-round fixed
expenses and debt. which lead w reguelar cash flow requirements. Local resort owners and rental
outfitiers can juggle staffing and fuel parchases when trattic lags, but they cannot “postponc™
payments for a morigage, physical facilily improvement. fleet rental, advertising, and other fixed
overhead expenses. many of which are mcurred long hefore any winter's first snow falls on the
Parks. Thus, the concinsion that the impacts 10 West Yellowstone are “minor™ or “short term”
impacts of “only §% in the year-round econemy” ignore the concepts of debt-service and cash
flow central to any business operation.

The local business owners provide the most knowledpeabie information concerning
issues such as visilor demand, marketing and price peints, but this input is consistently
coniradicled or ignored by the DSEIS. For example, the DSEIS sugarcoats projected losses by
suggesting that “new winter uscrs would be attracied o YNP under the policy change and their
increased visitation would serve to offset a portion of the estimaled visitation losses detailed
above ™ DSEIS, p. 155 Established operations have analyzed and developed the West
Yellowstone winter tourism market and have questioned the validity of the “new market”
reasoning. Assuming there is any validity to the analysis, no evidence is presented 1o support the
attempt to quantify economic gains from these new visitors.

Substantial restrictions in snowmobile access will have real and tangible impacts in
galeway communities. The DSEIS downplays these impacts by analyzing these impacts in
broader contexis of annval revenue and regional economic sroduction. These anatyses will offer
little comfort 1o the families who are forced to leave West Yellowstone. ot the busincss owners
who are forced to coniract or liquidate Lheir operations as a result of the Parks' new vision.
Reasonable snowmobile access can continue, with appropriate restrictions to minimize resource
impacts, while maintaining existing socicecenomic values. There is no benefit to be gained in
exchange for even local socioecoromic costs associated with a spowmobile ban.
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Vi,  Procedural Concerns. improvements, Alternative 2 will strike the best balance between the varied issucs identified in
the DSEIS.
The DSEIS is another step in a decisionmaking process. ‘The issues analvzed in this
ongoing process have more to do with policy than substantive law. Still, the agency must adhere We ask that you consider our input in crafting the FSEIS, and respectfully request rhat
io certain procedural guidelines in presenting and cvaluating its various decision options. In you select Alternative 2 at the conclusion of this decisionmakang process.

several instances the DSFIS strays near or beyond the boundaries of accepiable procedure.

The ageney must “insure the professional integrity. including scienufic integrity, ol the Very truly yours,
discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24. The agency
must specifically “identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote MOORE SMITH BUXTON & TURCKE,
to the scientific and other sources relicd upon for conclusions in the statement.” &f Couris CHARTERED

interpreting the Council on Envirenmental Quality NEPA regulations have dctermined that
agencics must provide the public with hard data from which agency “experts” derived their
opivion. fdeho Sporting Congress v. Thomas, 137 F.3d 1146, 1150 (9™ Cir. 1998). In other Q
words, an agency cannot present mere conclusions but must present and discuss sufficient Paul A. Turcke
information about technical analyses 1o support meaningful public input.
PAT
In several instances, the DSEIS appears 10 violate these standards. For instance, wildlife
issues were studigd. in part., through a compilation of “anecdotal observations™ of Parks’
employees choosing to provide this information. DSEIS, p. 117. This methed is questionable.
since il does not sekecl participants based on objeclive criteria and docs not incorporate randont
selection, but instead 15 designed to aitract “motivaied” participants. Regardiess of the validity of’
the method. the “data” provided by these sell-selected participants is not disclosed to the public.
Similarly, hard data is lacking for any of the technical anatyses presented in the DSEIS, and only
tabular summarics are provided. Many of the narrative discussions on socioeconomic and vislior
cxpericnee issucs arc not supported by “explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other
sources relied upon.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24. The FSEIS must assign a larger role to science.

VIi. Cenclusion.

There is ro legal or logical basis to eliminate snowincbile access to the Parks. The
DSEIS improves upon its predecessor, but still demonstraies remnanis of a predetermined and
pohiticaliy-driven plan to prohibit snowmobiles from the Parks. A ban cannot be justified
based on “disturbance” to wildlife without reaching far beyond snowmobile access. There are
no demonstrated advantages to air quality “improvements” of a bap over other alterpatives.
Parks visitors clearly favor the self-directed experience provided by snowmobile access, and
this winter acvess now anchors a winter cash flow that makes a year-round cconomy possible
in gateway comumunities. Alternative 2 is not perfect, but is a reasonable compromise which
contains important new components o Improve visitor satisfaction while beller protecting the
Parks® resources. Tempered by adaptive management principles and continued technological
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NAGL

NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF
GATEWAY COMMUNITES

May 24, 2002

Winter Use Draft Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
P.0. Box 352

Moose, Wyoming 83002

To Whom i May Concern:

The National Alliance of Gateway Communities (NAGC) respectfully submits these
comments with regard to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)
for the Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks ard the John D, Raockefeller, Ir.,
Memnorial Parkway.

The NAGC is the national trade association that represents the intcrests of those
communities that serve as gateways for millions of visitors to our naticnal parks, forests
and other Tederal public iands. No one loves these pational treasures more than those
who have chosen to live as their neighbors. And no one is more aflected in their daily
lives and in their businesses by policies, programs and activities pertaining to those
Federal lands,

We commend the Department of Interior and the National Park Service for revisiting the
2000 Environmental Impact Study (EIS) and for considering a range of alternatives that
would substantially modify that document. The NAGC strongly opposed the Final Rule
that resulted from what we regarded as & flawed EIS. We believed then and now that the
ban then imposed on all snowmobile access to the three areas was politically motivated,
scientifically unfounded and failed to give sufficient consideration to its impact on
affected gateway communities.

We suppert Alternative 2 as the preferred approach that will balance environmental goals
with the needs and desires of gateway communities and the American public that wants
winter access to these Parks. We oppose ail other alternatives,

The SEIS clearly presents & more balanced and reasonable analysis than did the Ei$. We
would like to see more attention paid, however, to the economc impact of each of the
allernatives on gateway comtunities. We understand that the national parks have
national missions that must remain paramount and that the interests of nearby
communities should not override the national intcrest, But this does not mean that the
impact of policy changes on gateways should be disregarded. The ozl should be to
strike 2 balance that maintains the environment and the resources of the national parks for
future generations for future generations to use and enjoy. With regard to pateway

PO Box 91643 « Washinglon, D.C. 20090-1643 -+ Tel: {202) 659-2979 xi4 - Fax: (202} 659-3620

commurities, we urge that the first rule that a national park shouid follow is: First, Do No
Harm.

We are convinced that only Alternative 2 provides that balance in this situation. We do
not believe a case has been made scientifically that snowmobiles — even at cusrent vse
leveis — damage the environment or the wildlife in these three parks. The use of better
management and eaforcement techniques by Park staff and the advent of cleaner, quieter
snowmobiles will mitigate any negative impact that may accur. We understand that the
experience at Yellowstone National Park during the past winter with the “Pilot Project,”
deploying additional rangers for betier enforcement and other staff for expanded pubiic
education efforts produced very encouraging results.

We believe that it is critical for gateways and for the American public that historic levels
of visitation into these Parks be maintained. We urge that this principle be incorporated
into the Final SEIS. 1f this is foliowed, the economies of gateway communitics will be
prolected and the right of the public to use and enjoy their national parks as they prefer
will be preserved. Only Alternative 2 is consistent with this principle. Snowcoaches are
unreliable and uncomfortable and wili not be comparable replacements for snowmobiles.
You can build them but the public will not come. The clear preference of the public for
more than twe decades is to see Yellowstone and the other parks by snowmobile, not
snowcoach.

We strongly support adoption of Alternative 2 in the Final SEIS.

incerely,

vbrey C. Ki
President
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snowmobile association

May 27, 2002

Planning Office

Grand Teton and Yeltowstone Nalional Parks
P.O. Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

Re: Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments
Dear Planning Office:

The Washington State Snoweobile Association is i suppert of Alteraative 2 identificd in the Draft SEIS
Washington snowrobilers thal travel (o ke Parks believes that individual travel by snowmaobile provides
the besl way io experience the beaunty and special character of the Parks in the winter, vet we reakize there
must be reasonzble constraints and agpressive management.

There are a good number of features in Alterative 2 that we believe makes this approack appropriate for a
final wiznter gsc plan. We suppont the foilowing concepts:

1. Implementation of a reservatien sysiem and interim daily entry limits for snowmobiles, based on
historic daiiy averages. uatil 2 fong-term visitor capacity study is completed. We also support spreading
snowmobile use over 2 aid-December o vuid-March winter scason,

2. Advanee sale of park entramce permits, but enconrage the WPS to make thesa more readity visible to
help reduce the botlleneck at entrance gates,

3. Lowenng the speed limil to 335 mph from West Yellowstone to (ld Fasthful to improve safety, reduce
scund levels and mitigate potential conflicts, plus strict enforcemen of all posted speed Hmits within the
Parks.

4. Reguiring cleaner and quicter snowmobiles for eniry to the Parks. However, the Envirormen(al
Protection Agercy {(“EPA™) shonld determine appropriate emisston levels for all snowmobiles, rather than
the NPS dictating “park-onty™ regulations, Sinilarly, sound level regiztation for snowmobikss skould be
established through appropriate processcs using SAE iest protocols.

5. Strict enforcement of regulations that prohibit off-road tzavel and restrictions on non-imetorized uscs
in wildlife wirter ranges and fragile thermal arcas.

6. increase groomed non-motorized trails and increass both the size and number of warmsng huts to help
mitigate perceived user conlicts.

7. Guidelines restricting travel or Park roads from 8 pm unrtil 7:30 am.

8 Expanding educational opportunsics that inform winter visitors regarding Park rules. uscr cthics.
visitor safety and appreciation of Park resources.

9. Fostering parinerships with the surrounding cormunities, countics and states. This should be
expanded {0 sclude organized user groups,

In conclusion, we fistaly believe Alemnative 2 is the best alternative for the Parks and for the visitors and
can stll allow {or a quabily snowmobile and snowcoach experience for the winter visitors. Your
consideration of this perspective is greatly appreciated.

jricercly,

e %ﬂm’

Glenn Warren, President
Washi State Saowrmobile Assoctation
442 Bundy Hollow

Dayton, WA 99328

“aAllan & Associates” To: grie_winter_use_seis@nps.gov
<allenassociates@qgwe [
st.net> Subject: Winlor Use Draft SEIS Comments

05/29/2002 02:47 PM

Please respond to "Allen
& Associales”

May 28, 2002

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton & Yellowstone Mational Parks
P.Q. Box 352

Moose, Wyoring 83012

Dear National Park Management Team;

On behalf of the Weslern Environmental Trade Association (WETA) | am writing in support of the
concepts contained in Alternative 2 of the SEIS that was developed by the Cooperating Agencies,

WETA, organized n 1878, is a coalition of representatives of agriculture. labgr, buginess, commercial
industry, the scientific community, recreatian. transportation and twenty-two other trade associations. The
peopte who work in these resource-refated industries in Montana also enjoy the recreational opporlunities
available, including snowmobiling. WETA supports Alternative 2 because it continues to allow snowmaobile
access to the Parks on an individual and personal basis. The spectacular natural features of the Parks are
even more unique and breath-taking when viewed in the winter by individual travel by snowmotnle. We
also support the fallowing

# Reasonable limits on snowmobile numbers.
The advance sale of park entry permits lo reduce congestion problems at the Park’s entrance
Adequate numbers of park rangers to insure securily and guidance.
Strict enforcement of speed limits and that speed should not exceed 35 mph.
N off frail travel should be allowed.
That winter access to cerlain areas should be restricted.
Implementation of an Adaptive Management Plan for the Parks’ operations.

L B B I )

We strongly urge that coeperating partnerships be develeped wiih gateway communities, surrounding
counties and states in order to expand resources for education and arienlation purposes for winter
visitors. Emphasis should be on rules, ethics, safety and the appreciation of the Park’s special
characteristics.

Thank you far the opportunity to submit these comments on behali of the members of WETA,
Sincerely,

Dan Aller, Executive Director

Western Environmerital Trade Association

33 3. Lest Chance Gulch. Suite 24
Helena, MT 59601
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Wyoming
State Snowmobile «Association, Inc.

A BETTER WYOMING ECONOMY THROUGH BETTER SNOWMOBILE PROGRAMS

5/23/2062

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
PO Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Superintendents,

The Wyoming State Snowmobile Association supports Alternative 2 in
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks and the Jobn D Rockefeller Parkway. WSSA
feels that adaptive management should be used to mitigate the impacts of all
users on the natural resources.

Advances in all areas are being made on a daily basis. To eliminate any user
based on outdated data is wrong.

WSSA supports the “cleaner-quieter’ snowmobiles for entry into
National Parks as per the guidelines set by the EPA, not “park only”
regulations, The snowmobile industry is making great strides in developing
environmentally friendly machines.

WSSA supports strict enforcement of the designated road rule for
snowmobiles. This has always been our stand. With the ability to fund
rangers through the Wyoming fees off road infractions can be minimized.

The snowcoach only approach has not been researched thoroughly
enough to present as a viable alternative. The study contracted by the Staie
of Wyoming shows the fallacy of the snowcoach as a cieaner or more cost
effective solution. WSSA does not support that altemative, The Mattrack
conversions are very weighty and leave ruts that create hazards and safety
concerns.

WSSA does not support narrowing the season. Many of the best
spowmobiling days occur after the month of February. As it stands today the
scason is shorter than we would like to see but we are not requesting
additional days.

;._SLI
WYOMING'S 24 MILLION DOLLAR WINTER SPORT

Wyoming
State Snowmobile (Association. Inc.

A BETTER WYOMING ECONOMY THROUGH BETTER SNOWMOBILE PROGRAMS

West Yellowstone, MT has utilized advance sale of park permits
during the last season. This should reduce the impact on rangers at the west
entrance to Yellowstone National Park. This also creates an opportunity to
educate entrants into the park. WSSA supports any and all educational efforts
for afl users.

After experiencing the lower speed limits between West Yellowstone
and Old Faithful this past winter season I feel this should not present a
problem for the user. It creates an opportunity to experience the Park in a
more teisurely fashion.

WSSA supports daily entry limits if they are based on historical data.
We also support a long term visitor study to determine verifiable data.
Individual access is important to the WSSA. Members of the WSSA
frequently spend time in the Parks and it is always a requested irip by visitors.
The Yellowstone Park experience on a snowmobile is truly a once in 2
lifetime for many users and the number of visitors who choose snowmobiles
for this experience shows its popularity.. ¥ would be a mistake not to take
this into account in the determination of winter use.

Addisionally WSSA encourages the inclusion of economic data
regarding impacts to the surrounding communities as well as to the State of
Wyoming as a whole. People should not be left out of the equation. All users
count, we all have a stake in preserving as well as enjoying the beauty of our
National Parks. No user group has the right to exclude another. Education,
respect and tolerance for our diverse experiences should enable us to co-exist
and recreate on public lands.

Respectfully Submitted

\ %}”Mm&f%
Teri Manning, Prestde:
Wyoming State Snowmaobile Association
PO Box 1858
Casper, WY 82602
teri@snomobilewyoming.org

WYOMING‘S%Q"{MILL]ON DOLLAR WINTER SPORT
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YELLOWSTONE

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

May 15, 2002

Winter Usc Draft SEIS Comments

Gand Teton and Yellowsione National Parks
PO Box 352

Moose, WY 83012

Dear Superintendents Martin and Lewis,

This letter is written to officially register cur comments on the Draft Winter Use
Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement for Yellowstone and Teton National
Parks. We feel it is appropriate for our organization to state that we support Alternative 2
since it is most closely aligned with the results of a membership poll we initiated.

‘The poll, taken in the fall of 1999, was sent to our entire membership of 213. The
purpose was to deiermine their support or opposition to modified Alternative E of the
DSEIS regarding winter use in Yellowstone and Teton National Parks. We achieved a
50% return on that poil and of those 98% supported modified Alternative E. This
alternative, as you know, would have permitted continued snowmobile use in the Parks,
It was tied to increasing the use of cleaner and quieter snowmobiles and u proportionate
decrease i the then current two-stroke tmachines. It was based on adaptive management
that could be adjusted as new technology developed. Thus, it provided a judicious means
by which both the Parks and the gateways would benefit.

Gateway communities such as West Yeliowstone fulfill ar important role in the mission
to preserve and protect the parks by providing services beyond their borders. These
services include mecting the necds not only of visitors but of park personnel as well. Our
relationship is symbiotic—enhanced by both. 1t is, thercfore, essential that decisions
reflect accountability to our joint mission to protect these natural National treasures and
the continued viability of the communities iavolved.

Of primary concer 10 us is that historic winter use levels be maintained. This will call
for a realistic evaluation of the resources that can be brought to bear to assure those

P.0), Box 458, West Yellowstone, MT 59758
A6-646-7701 = fax: 206-646-9691 » www.westyellowstonechamber.com

Page 2: Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments
May 15, 2002

levels, the avaii_ability of ﬂ'_mse resources and the time frame for any transition. These will
be the key o .this community's survival. We must be concerned not only the final result
of any transition but also with what happens in the process.

We, as your pariners, thank you for your time and atiention to cur comments.
Sincerely,

Jeff Kurtz, Président
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YELLOWSTONE

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

To: Winter Use Draft SEIS
Grand Teton and Yellowsiore National Parks

From:  Marysue Costello Date: May 29, 2002
West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce

Re: Comments

The enciosed are a duplicate of the joint letter from the Gateway Commanities. Gardiner,
Montana’s was not able to be included until after the Fed Ex pick-up vesterday and so i've just re-
copied everyone's and sert them along.

Thank you.

P.0. Box 458, West Yellowstone, MT 55758
406-646-7701 + fax: 406-646-9691 + www.westyellowstonechamber.com

May 25, 2002

Winter Use Draft SEIS Comments

Grand Teton and Yellowstone National Parks
PO Box 352

Moose, WY 53012

Dear Superintendents Martin and Lewis,

This letter is written to officially register our joint comments on the Draft Winter Use
Suppiementary Environmental Impact Statement for Yellowstone and Teton National
Parks.

Gateway communities fulfill an important role in the missicn to preserve and protect the
parks by providing services beyond their borders. These services include meeting the
needs not only of visitors but of park personnel as well. Cur refationship is symbiotic.
It is, therefore, essential that decisions take into account the protection of these natural
National treasures and the continued viability of the communities invelved.

Of primary 1o concern o Yellowstone's gateways in this SEIS process is that historic
winter use levels be maintained. This will call for a realistic evaluation of the resources
that can bs brought to bear to asswe those levels, the availability of those resources and
the time frame for any transition. Of the options offered within the DSEIS, we jointly
support Alternative 2 since we believe it offers the best adaptive management plan, and
thus, the highest probability for maintaining winter use levels.

As your partners, we thank you for your time and atteniion to our comments.

Sincerely,

President President

Cody Chamber of Commerce Cooke City Chamber of Commerce
President President

Gardiner Chamber of Cornmerce Jackson Chamber of Commerce
President

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce



